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disgruntled citizens, people who feel dis
placed or disenfranchised by the changes. If 
they think they can relocate to more propi
tious conditions, they're likely to do so 
unless prevented. A government that permitted 
itself to lose that fraction of its popula
tion would face the derailment of its whole 
program in midcourse. However, the necessary 
corrective and preventive measures tend to 
alarm neighbor states, which then increase 
their own militarv readiness, and the chances 
of a war by miscalculation rise dramatically. 
Also, there's the need to keep smugglers and 
black marketeers out of the country. 

FNY: You regard black marketeering as a 
serious matter, then. 
GST: Absolutely! What could be more traito
rous than to work against your government's 
economic policies, against the good of the 
whole country? 

FNY: Yet I understand that Soviet bureaucrats 
routinely go to the black market in search of 
necessities not available from their above
ground economy. 
GST: Well, I think it safe to predict that 
American economic planners could and would 
improve greatly on their performance. 

FNY: Let's move to the area of military pos
ture, then. What kind of basic force struct
ure do totalitarians advocate? 
GST: That's necessarily an outgrowth of other 
foreign-policy positions and circumstances, 
but in general terms we favor mobility and 
readiness above all. 

FNY: Rapid Deployment Forces and so forth? 
GST: But taken to their fullest logical deve
lopment. The essence of a Rapid Deployment 
Force is its ability to move quickly to wher
ever it's needed, and to deploy overwhelming 
firepower once in position. At this time only 
about five percent of America's military 
forces answer to that description. The number 
should be one hundred percent. 

FNY: Aren't Rapid Deployment Forces much more 
expensive to train, equip and maintain than 
our standard infantry divisions? 
GST: Yes1 but exactly what good is a division 
that taKes three weeks to get to the zone of 
conflict? I can't understand why we have such 
forces at all, given their irrelevance to 
modern technological warfare. 

FNY: The original purpose of the Army was to 
defend the United States. As such, it was 
expected that our men would be stationed 
inside their own country, not moved around 
the planet like living chess pieces. 
GST: Oh, come now. Even the present state of 
affairs leaves very little room for that 
concept. Next you'll be calling for a return 
to citizen militias. 

FNY: So totalitarianism embraces internatio
nal military intervention? 
GST: No: readiness. There's been so much talk 
about "the shrinking planet," about how 
events in any part of the world are inextri
cably connected to events in all the other 
parts. Military policy has to reflect that 
development. If a nation's military strength 
can't be applied to some particular point on 
the globe in time to influence critical 
~vents there, then that nation is, by defini
tion, not a global power. The United States 
is and must remain a global power. 

FNY: So, aside from upgrading the mobility 
and readiness of our forces, what changes in 
our posture would you favor? 
GST: I regard our current distribution of 
forces as a good beginning. Its logical 
extension would involve nothing new, just the 
continuance of current policies: treaties of 
mutual assistance with more countries, and 
agreements that would permit us to build more 
overseas bases, more widely dispersed. We 
could use another six carrier battle groups 
and twenty more bomber wings. And I'd think 
about doubling or tripling the submarine 
fleet, maintaining the current ratio of mis
sile subs to attack subs. 

FNY: Would you expand the infantry or the 
Marines? 
GST: Not at first. We should redeploy what we 
have a little more widely first, then consi
der how many potential theaters of conflict 
still aren't adequately covered. But this 
actually ties in with a very badly miscon
ceived airection in foreign policy that could 
be turned to good use: the foreign aid 
program. 

The money spent on foreign aid has 
largely gone into the pockets of corru~t 
politicians and their hangers-on. It hasn t 
created much good will toward America, and 
certainly very little actual improvement in 
the economies of the target countries. If we 
were to redirect those funds to the leasing 
of military bases in the target countries, 
the benefits could be spectacular. Our abili
ty to project power would double or triple. 
The affected countries would develop enter
prises dedicate to the American military 
presence. And there'd be a clear quid pro quo 
involved; if you ever retract America's 
basing rights, you'll lose your influx of 
dollars. 

FNY: The longstanding objection to extrana
tional military bases has been that it 
increases our risk of involvement in foreign 
conflicts that otherwise wouldn't affect us. 
GST: I think you have to accept such risks 
willingly if you want the status of a global 
power. , 

FNY: You're making that decision for a lot of 
people who'd see things very differently. How 
would you respond to their assertion that the 
government has no moral right to risk their 
lives by involvement in foreign quarrels? 
GST: Oh, we're back to rights again. Your 
government does not take your money, or your 
property 1 or your liberty, or your life by 
right; it takes them, when and as it needs 
them, by force. Which, if you'd stop to think 
about it for just a moment, is what the 
military is all about. 
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